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I. Executive Summary  
  
The Clark County Department of Family Services, Parenting Project, hereinafter referred 
to as Parenting Project, partnered with the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, School of 
Environmental and Public Affairs to participate in a program evaluation. The evaluation will 
serve as a tool to determine the effectiveness of the services delivered to the community by 
Parenting Project and to aid them in overall program improvement and implementation. This 
Program Evaluation focuses on two of the six core parenting classes that are currently offered 
free to the public, more specifically the Nurturing Parents and Families program and the ABC’s 
of Parenting. The identified programs utilize a pre-posttest inventory known as the Adult / 
Adolescent Parenting Inventory (AAPI-2). The AAPI-2 measures the risk of abusive parenting 
behaviors and is collected from each program participant. Data collected from the years 2005 - 
2014 were used in the evaluation of the two programs. 
 The focus of this evaluation is to promote program improvement and development, to 
improve parenting conditions for all stakeholders, and to demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
programs as necessary to receive public monies and support.  
Through statistical analysis measuring a variety of independent variables, it was found 
that participation in these programs increased the fundamental parental knowledge that has been 
identified in the literature as being helpful in reducing the risks of abusive parenting.  
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It was also determined that there was no meaningful overall statistical significance 
between instructional location and learning outcomes. About one-third of courses completed 
were held at the Parenting Project home office, The Cambridge Community Center. An analysis 
was made comparing courses facilitated at the Cambridge location versus all non-Cambridge 
locations.  Although, there was not an overall statistically significant finding for AAPI-2 score 
improvements based on course location, some individual constructs did show greater 
improvement than others at the non-Cambridge locations. Due to the overall success of the 
program at all locations, it is recommended that Parenting Project develop outreach with 
community partners to secure additional course sites.  
Further, male participants showed a greater increase in parental knowledge compared to 
female participants after participating in Parenting Project. For this reason, the formal 
recommendation of the evaluators is for Parenting Project to expand outreach efforts towards 
increasing the number of male participants.  
Finally, it was determined that courses taught in English were generally more effective 
than those taught in Spanish. When analyzing ABC v NP (taught in English), there are no 
significant findings to support that either program is significantly more successful than the other 
in changing the parental attitudes that would reduce the risk of abusive parenting.  Additionally, 
when examining ABC (taught in English) v ABCsp (taught in Spanish) it was found that the 
ABC class in English was the most effective in increasing the knowledge that would lead to a 
reduction in the risks of abusive parenting. Likewise, when doing the same analysis on NP v 
NPsp, there was a significant finding that there was greater success from English language 
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instruction for changing the parental attitudes in Construct “A” (appropriate developmental 
expectations of children). In comparing the two programs in Spanish, ABCsp showed a higher 
success in reducing abusive parental attitudes than NPsp. Due to the significant differences found 
in these areas, it is recommended that Parenting Project implement a more specific course 
evaluation to further investigate these findings.  
   
II. Introduction 
  
Clark County Department of Family Services (DFS) is the local public agency whose role 
is to help keep children safe.  The agency was formed in July 2002 in response to the merger or 
state and county child welfare services.  DFS’ mission statement is “[to protect] children from 
abuse and neglect by partnering with Clark County community and surrounding cities, build 
safe, nurturing and stable families, to support family preservation when possible, to provide 
permanent families for those children who cannot safely return home and to ensure the wellbeing 
of the children in our care.1”  The Parenting Project began to promote DFS mission and to 
provide dynamic and strength-based prevention and intervention services committed to providing 
effective parental education and family management programs to families in Clark County. 
According to the Clark County Parenting Project Annual Report 2013, the goal of the Parenting 
Project is to educate parents and/or caretakers and youth in effective parenting and family 
management methods to increase parental competency and to provide families with skills to 
																																								 																				
1 http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/depts/family_services/pages/default.aspx as of July 2, 2015 	
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prevent and/or reduce child abuse, neglect, substance abuse, problematic behavior and 
delinquency in youth.   
 The purpose of the evaluation is to assist in the program improvement and development 
of the Parenting Project. Social research methods were utilized with a quasi-experimental 
analysis of the program to determine if the programs selected for study reduce the risk of abusive 
parental behaviors. 
 The evaluation focused on improving parenting conditions for all stakeholders within the 
Parenting Project’s service community. The evaluation can be used as a tool to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of the program. Evaluations such as this one provide a useful tool for organizations 
to adhere to the federal and state grant requirements, which are often necessary to receive public 
monies.  
 
III. Program Description 
  
The Parenting Project is a program of the Clark County Department of Family Services. 
The parenting project is nested under the Assistant Director in the Training and Permanency 
Operations 5 Manager.  See Figure 1, Clark County Department of Family Services 
Organizational Chart.  The Parenting Project has one full-time Training Coordinator whom is 
responsible for all administrative duties, personnel management and the coordination of staff, 
programming, and funding. There are thirty-seven part-time facilitators who are responsible for 
teaching the parenting classes. Additionally, there are seven part-time program assistants, whom 
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provide administrative support. The Parenting Project operates under all public funding, with 
revenues provided from the state and federal grant funding. All technical support and grant 
management is received from Clark County. 
 
Figure 1 – Clark County Department of Family Services Organizational Chart 
 
 
 
The 2013 Parenting Project Annual Report states that the program offers parenting 
classes at no cost at a variety of community-based locations. Six (6) classes (Triple P, Baby 
Care, Nurturing Parents and Families, ABC’s of Parenting, Staying Connected With Your Teen 
and Teen Triple P) are currently offered and cover a full range of parental stages, ranging from 
expecting parents to children 17 years of age. All classes are supported by evidence-based 
curriculum. Participation can be court-mandated or voluntary, but for purposes of this evaluation 
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there are no identifying markers to determine which participants are either court-mandated or 
voluntary. 
For the purposes of the evaluation, two programs were selected for evaluation; Nurturing 
Parents and Families Program, and the ABC’s of Parenting. Both of these programs have a large 
supply of accumulated data, which has been continuously collected over the past five years. Both 
programs are also designed to increase parental competencies for children ranging from 6 
months to 10 years of age. These programs specifically impact families with children who are in 
the first four stages of Erik Erikson’s stages of psychosocial development. These four stages 
cover the critical events of development that occur between infancy and adolescence, including 
the resolution of trust and mistrust in infants, autonomy in early childhood, self-purpose 
exploration and guilt in preschool, and competence and self-esteem in school age children 
(Erikson, 1956).  
The childhood years are the building blocks for all future development, and it is vital that 
parents have the requisite knowledge, skills, and aptitudes necessary to provide effective 
parenting during this important phase. These critical stages are important and difficult for all 
children, but abusive parenting can make them even more challenging. There is not a manual 
provided for parents with growing children, and proper parenting techniques are not always 
intuitive. Participation in the programs offered though Parenting Project, however, may help 
parents better understand the importance of their parenting skills towards the future development 
of their children. This evaluation has been designed to measure improvements in these areas, if 
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any, and to determine the decreased risk of abusive parenting towards children by looking for a 
measurable increase in parental knowledge after participation in Parenting Project.  
The Nurturing Parents and Families (NPF) Program is offered in English and Spanish and 
for both mandatory and voluntary attendance. NPF is designed to help participants learn skills to 
become better parents, while simultaneously identifying and reducing risk factors for neglect and 
abuse. The program is intended to benefit those families whose children are between the ages of 
6 months to 5 years of age, and is designed to promote “positive, healthy, and nurturing 
interactions between parents and their infants, toddlers, and preschool children. The program will 
present developmental stages of children from infancy through preschool. Parents will learn 
stress management techniques and how to establish routines and handle anger.2 
The ABC’s of Parenting (ABC) Program is similarly aimed at reducing risk factors for 
abusive parenting and increasing nurturing parenting skills for parents of children ages 5 to 10 
years old.  ABC is offered in English and Spanish and for both mandatory and voluntary 
attendance. This interactive program helps parents of school-age children gain an understanding 
of their children's development and behavior. Parents learn how to communicate effectively with 
their children, encourage better behavior, use positive discipline techniques and teach 
responsibility. This six-session program shows parents how to help children succeed in school 
and solve problems. ABC promotes family nurturing and school success by increasing parental 
understanding of school-age child development. Parents learn to establish a positive learning 
																																								 																				
2	http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/family_services/Services/pages/ParentingProject.aspx	
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environment. Parents also learn how to manage stress and anger and how to talk to their children 
about drugs, alcohol and other issues, while also learning alternatives to corporal punishment.3  
• SWOT Analysis 
• Strengths  
 The Parenting Project is firmly established in the community and offers all programs at 
no cost. The community has few options at no cost that match the range of programs, language 
and variety of locations. Courses are offered in both English and Spanish, meaning that programs 
that are taught in their native language easily reach the vast majority of prospective stakeholders 
within the community. Courses are offered that will benefit a diverse range of parents and 
families to reach different age groups and locations. Parents with infants, for example, may 
benefit in much the same manner as parents with preschool aged children. The developmental 
stages of children throughout this spectrum are examined in such a way that any parent could 
benefit from having participated in the program. Additionally, the program further addresses 
issues unique to the parental role, such as stress and anger management and effective problem 
solving techniques. The program gives parents the opportunity to improve upon their behavior 
management skills, and teaches them how to better communicate with their children before 
losing patience with them. 
 As of 2013, the Parenting Project was grant funded by five sources; CARE Coalition 
($45,000), Nevada Children’s Trust Fund ($89,785), PACT Coalition State Incentive Grant 
($110,000), Nevada Communities Prevention Coalition ($41,243), and Clark County Nevada – 
																																								 																				
3	http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/family_services/Services/pages/ParentingProject.aspx	
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Bureau of Justice JAG Grant ($35,191).  The program was and continues to be supported by the 
Clark County Department of Family Services. The department has over thirteen years of 
experience in working with local families in the community and has a track record of participant 
success. A citizen advisory committee was created to ensure that the agency is meeting the needs 
of the community stakeholders, and remains transparent both fiscally and programmatically. The 
Board of County Commissioners appoints committee members for a period of one to three 
years.4   
• Weaknesses 
Lack of resources, both human and fiscal, are indicated risks for the Parenting Project. 
Limited resources have caused the program to be chronically understaffed.  While this is not a 
unique circumstance for public programs, Parenting Project faces a unique set of challenges. 
Data is collected from participants, but due to cost and time considerations this information is 
frequently not well compiled for thorough analysis. As a general rule, the effective analysis of 
data is equally important to its collection. These areas have not historically been a demonstrated 
strength of the program, and have therefore hindered Parenting Project’s ability to demonstrate 
their own effectiveness. The compilation and analysis of data are necessary to accurately 
illustrate the evaluation of a program, and these areas have historically been a weakness for 
Parenting Project. This weakness represents a tremendous opportunity for improvement; 
however, as the AAPI-2 inventory has enough available information that would be suitable for 
ongoing data analysis.   
																																								 																				
4 http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/family_services/Services/Pages/ParentingProject.aspx 
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• Opportunities 
 While it is true that programs are taught in both English and Spanish, future demographic 
trends could offer opportunities for additional program facilitation in a variety of languages. A 
program expansion including a variety of languages may expand the overall programmatic reach 
of Parenting Project. Languages such as, Tagalog, Hindi, Urdu, and Chinese are growing rapidly 
in Las Vegas. This program expansion may be offered in culturally appropriate locations and 
would expand the opportunity for higher program participation. 
 Other community programs and agencies offer similar parenting classes and use 
advanced technology to leverage human capacity. Improvements in scheduling, and a better 
collection of data and analysis would provide for an opportunity to leverage human resources 
and parental participation. Additionally, the opportunity to partner with these programs and 
agencies could prove to be beneficial in a number of ways. By sharing resources and information 
with each other, there is a legitimate opportunity for each organization to learn from the other, 
thereby creating stronger programming options for the Clark County community.    
• Threats/Challenges 
Although Parenting Project provides programs at no cost, some community locations are 
offering parenting programs to target populations that otherwise may interfere with the Parenting 
Project participants. These classes in Clark County are primarily offered through area hospitals. 
Dignity Health is the parent company behind the St. Rose Dominican Hospitals in Las Vegas and 
they provide classes focusing mainly on preparing for the arrival of a newborn, breastfeeding 
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support, and early childhood education (up to 4 years old).5  This is marketed as a comprehensive 
option for parenting classes, outside of Clark County’s free program.  The classes range from 
prenatal instruction to parenting support classes for parents of children up to 4 years old and are 
held at three locations around the valley, two of which are in Henderson and one in West Las 
Vegas.  Parents can register online or by telephone for the available classes and a fee is 
associated with these classes.   
Sunrise Hospital and Medical Center offers childbirth preparation classes as well as 
breastfeeding support classes and Safe Kids Car Seat Checkups.6  Prepared Childbirth classes are 
$45.00 per couple and are held multiple times a month, primarily on Saturdays.  These are an 
outflow of the Labor and Delivery Departments and the Sunrise Children’s Hospital 
functionality.   The Breastfeeding class is free, but registration is required and there are limited 
spots available.  Registration is completed via telephone.  Sunrise’s classes are held at the 
hospital’s auditorium, which is centrally located in the Las Vegas valley, on Maryland Parkway 
and Desert Inn Road.   
Local court rules in Clark County, specifically the Eighth Judicial District Court Rule 
5.07, require that “All parties in all domestic relations actions, where the interests of a child 
under the age of 18 years are involved, shall successfully complete the seminar for separating 
parents approved by the family division of the court.7” Thus, separating parents must attend a 
																																								 																				
5	http://www.dignityhealth.org/las-vegas/classes-and-events	
6	http://sunrisehospital.com/calendar/	
7	http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/EighthDCR.html		
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class “designed to teach parents how to help their children handle the separation.”8  The fee for 
the class is $40 per person and it must be completed within 45 days.  There are three providers of 
the COPE classes; Family Solutions, Palo Verde Child & Family Services and the Center for 
Divorce Education.  
 These providers are community organizations contracted by the court to provide the 
COPE classes to parents to aid in the challenges of family litigation. These providers also 
specialize in other counseling and relationship services.  According to Family Solutions, there 
are Parenting Online Courses listed as “coming soon.” Palo Verde Child & Family Services 
provides parenting education classes on a mostly court ordered basis.9  The Center for Divorce 
Education also provides an online fulfillment of the COPE class requirement.10  
 
IV. Literature Review 
 
 The intended intervention of the programs offered through the Parenting Project is to 
improve parenting skills through participation in classroom instruction that emphasizes 
techniques and best practices for effective parenting.  
 There is a significant need for parenting programs, not only in Clark County, but also in 
communities across the United States. Research indicates that one of the most important factors 
that influence a child’s development in life is the inclusion of reliable and high quality parenting 
																																								 																				
8	http://www.clarkcountycourts.us/shc/COPE.html		
9	http://www.paloverdechild.org/	
10	http://www.divorce-education.com/	
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(Lurie-Hurvitz, 2009). Children who experience these types of healthy parental interactions are 
more likely to avoid social and behavioral problems in later life, and are better supported for 
reaching their full potential as adults (Glasser and Heath, 2004). Additionally, parenting styles 
can account for significant differences in school readiness for younger children (Brooks-Gunn 
and Markman, 2005). Despite the obvious advantages, however, societal forces have made 
parenting an increasingly difficult job to undertake. Issues of poverty, drug abuse, domestic 
violence, and a multitude of other social factors can all have an impact of the development of 
young children. Watching familiar interactions often improves parenting skills. If a child suffers 
from bad parenting, they themselves are inclined to become poor parents as well. In order to 
break this cycle, there is a significant need for programs that can help to teach adults the skills 
that are necessary to become better and more effective parents. The research in this area is 
conclusive, and the Parenting Project offers the type of intervention program that should 
theoretically be impactful towards helping to ameliorate abusive parenting practices in greater 
Las Vegas. 
Fox and Hennick’s (1996) study of a similar training program showed decreased parental 
abuse risks upon completion of the program. This study performed an evaluation of a family 
resource center program where parents reported reducing their use of verbal and corporal 
punishment, increasing their nurturing behaviors, and thereby improving their perceptions of 
appropriate behavior. The acronym STAR (STOP, THINK, ASK, RESPOND) was designed to 
help lead to more deliberate and less reactionary responses to children’s problematic behaviors 
and other challenging parental situations.  The class is 10 weeks, 1 hour sessions, once a 
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week.  To measure effectiveness, 5 items that identify core-parenting skills (expectations, 
discipline, nurturing, favorability and anxiety) are evaluated in pre and posttest format.  69% of 
parents indicated that they were more thoughtful and tried to assess situations before 
responding.  56% graded the program as an “A”, while 44% graded it as a “B”.  (Fox and 
Hennick, 1996).    
Implications of successful and unsuccessful parenting in terms of public policy are 
relevant to municipalities administering child and family programs, given that the outcomes will 
ultimately affect society as a whole.  Miller and Sambel’s (2003) study on parenting education 
attempts to determine how to best reach parents in an educational style setting.  This study 
attempts to move parents from reactionary to responsive action, by evaluating behaviors in terms 
of dispensing (situation between parent and child is a problem to be fixed or solved), relating 
(helping and validating parents and meeting parental needs), and reflecting (understanding of the 
interactional nature of the parent-child relationship and its underpinnings).  This movement from 
reactionary to responsive is mirrored in the goal to shift parents from abusive-style parenting to 
nurturing-style parenting.  Understanding how to communicate with parents changes how 
parental educations plans can be structured and administered, translating directly into more 
successful outcomes for the program as a whole. 
Dr. Stephen J. Bavolek is a recognized leader in the nurturing parent education field.11  In 
November 2000, he authorized part of a bulletin from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention emphasizing that nurturing parenting methods can be taught, regardless 
																																								 																				
11	http://nurturingparenting.com/	
18 
	
of personal childhood experiences.  Nurturing style parenting and abuse style parenting are on a 
spectrum, and attitudes and subsequent behaviors on this spectrum can be adjusted.  Dr. Bavolek 
also noted that parents tend to replicate the models from their own childhood, whether good or 
bad, because the behavior patterns are familiar, including selecting partners that are less able 
than most to provide support.  Since parenting is a process, if classes focus on cognitive and 
affective learning patterns to incorporate information, facts, knowledge, as well as feelings and 
attitudes, parents can be educated in how to move from abusive parenting (high risk behaviors 
for negative impacts) to nurturing parents (low risk behaviors).12    
 
V. Research Design  
  
All data evaluated came from the pretest-posttest evaluations from the Adult/ Adolescent 
Parenting Inventory (AAPI-2). The AAPI-2 is designed to measure participant attitudes, beliefs, 
and opinions before and after the intervention, which in this case is the Parenting Project NPF or 
ABC program. All participants that completed the pre-post evaluations between December 2009 
and January 2014 were included in the large sample pool evaluated. A quasi-experimental 
research design was completed for comparison of the AAPI-2 results. Analyses of the results 
were made through Statistical Package for the Social (SPSS) by paired t-tests. 
• Research Questions 
1. Primary Research Question 
																																								 																				
12	http://nurturingparenting.com/	
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Does participant completion of programs provided by the Parenting Project as presented 
significantly increase parental knowledge thereby reducing the risk of abusive parenting 
behaviors? 
o If yes, how can the program(s) be further improved? 
o If no, what modifications are needed? (i.e. program or instructor based 
changes) 
i. Primary Null hypothesis 
There is no increased knowledge or changes in parental behavior after 
completion and participation of a Parenting Project program. 
ii. Primary Alternative Hypothesis 
Completion of the Parenting Project’s classes will increase participant 
parental knowledge and reduce the risk of abusive parenting behaviors.   
2. Secondary Research Question 
Does the location of the parenting classes impact participant post-test scores on the 
AAPI-2 inventory, thereby reducing the risk of abusive parenting behaviors? 
i. Secondary Null Hypothesis 
There are not any greater changes in scores or parental behavior as a 
result of attending a Parenting Project class at the Cambridge Community 
Center, compared to all the other locations. 
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ii. Secondary Alternative Hypothesis 
Parenting Project’s classes held at Cambridge Community Center will 
result in significantly higher scores on the AAPI-2 post-test, thereby 
indicating a reduced risk of abusive parenting behaviors being higher for 
those taking classes at Cambridge Community Center compared to all 
other locations.  
3. Tertiary Research Question 
      Does gender have a significant impact on AAPI-2 scores? 
i. Tertiary Null Hypothesis 
There is no difference in test scores and the risk reduction of abusive 
parenting between male and female participants whom successfully 
complete Parenting Project classes.  
ii. Tertiary Alternative Hypothesis 
Female participants whom successfully complete Parenting Project 
classes will show a significantly more positive difference in test scores and 
risk reduction than male participants.  
 
VI. Methodology 
 
 The program evaluation was accomplished using quantitative data received from a pre-
test, post-test quasi-experimentally designed methodology. It was implemented to compare 
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participant groups and measure the degree of change that occurred as a result of program 
participation. All quantitative data came from the AAPI-2.  The data was scrubbed, coded, and 
plotted in the computer software program SPSS, with a paired t-test utilized to statistically 
examine the pre and post-test scores of program participants.  The paired t-test (also called the 
dependent t-test) compares the means between two related groups on the same continuous 
dependent variable.  The paired t-test is used here to determine if there was a difference in the 
knowledge gained relative to the risk of abusive parenting as measured by the AAPI from the 
pretest score to the posttest score.   
The AAPI – 2 is additionally designed to collect demographic data on the participants, 
including age, race, gender, employment, education, income and “abuse experience”; meaning if 
the participant felt abused or neglected in his or her childhood.  However, due to its internal 
limitations, this demographic data is not stored or collated with the AAPI data collected by the 
Parenting Project. This is unfortunate, but provides an opportunity for improved data collection and 
analysis in the future.  
“The Adult/Adolescent Parenting Inventory (AAPI-2) is an inventory designed to assess 
the parenting and child rearing attitudes of adolescents and adult parents and pre-parent 
populations.  Based on the known parenting and child rearing behaviors of abusive parents, 
responses to the inventory provide an index of risk for practicing behaviors known to be 
attributable to abuse and neglect.”13  The AAPI Pre and Post Test model measures the 
participant's level of performance by collecting the same data both before (pre) and after (post) 
																																								 																				
13	https://www.assessingparenting.com/assessment/aapi	
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program intervention. The inventory measures changes in parenting and child rearing attitudes 
on five constructs: 1) appropriate developmental expectations of children 2) empathy towards 
children’s needs, 3) use of corporal punishment, 4) reversal of parent/child roles, and 5) 
power/independence.   
The AAPI-2 has 40 questions in total and each question corresponds to a construct. The 
following is each construct with one corresponding question14: 
• Construct A -- appropriate developmental expectations of children   
Q.10 – “Children can learn good discipline without being spanked” 
 
• Construct B -- empathy towards children’s needs  
Q.39 – “Because I said so” is the only reason parents need to give” 
 
• Construct C -- use of corporal punishment 
Q.32 – “It’s OK to spank as a last resort.” 
 
• Construct D -- reversal of parent/child roles  
Q.13 – “In father’s absence, the son needs to become the man of the house.” 
 
• Construct E -- power/ independence  
Q.30 – “Children should know what their parents need without being told.”  
 
(See Appendix (EXAMPLE OF AAPI) for examples of questions within each construct) 
 
Responses to the AAPI-2 are displayed on a profile displaying scores in each of the five 
AAPI-2 subscales. The data is plotted on the profile using STEN scores as the unit of 
measurement.  STEN scores are "standard ten scores” measured from one to ten" that are built 
for a normal distribution.  Responses to the AAPI-2 for each of the subscales are categorized as 
																																								 																				
14	Family	Development	Resources,	Inc.	www.assessingparenting.com		
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Low Risk (1-3), Moderate Risk (4-6) or High Risk (7-10) for Child Maltreatment. The moderate 
risk category represents the mid-line, parenting attitudes of the general population.  Responses to 
the AAPI are compared to a set of established norms for adult parents and non-parents and 
adolescent parents and non-parents. Norms convert raw scores for easy comparison to abusive 
and non-abusive parenting attitudes.15    
The AAPI is a reliable inventory tool, having been studied repeatedly to validate its 
instrumentality. (See Conners, et al. “Measuring the Potential for Child Maltreatment: The 
Reliability and Validity of the Adult Adolescent Parenting Inventory – 2” published in Child 
Abuse & Neglect, January 2006 and Lawson, et al. “Analyzing the Validity of the Adult 
Adolescent Parenting Inventory for Low-Income Populations published in Research on Social 
Work Practice, January 2015).   
Additionally, the National Institutes of Health and The Department of Education’s Head 
Start Program have cited to the AAPI.  Multiple clinical studies have also used and cited to the 
AAPI, including studies conducted by the University of California – Berkeley’s Center for Social 
Services Research.16   
 
VII. Analytical Review 
 
 The Parenting Project program evaluation is comprised of 4,492 sets of data including a 
unique client ID number, gender, program, start and end dates, trainer, location and the STEN 
																																								 																				
15 Family Development Resources, Inc. www.assessingparenting.com 
16 http://cssr.berkeley.edu/bassc/public/bassc_familyassessment_full_report091406.pdf	
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scores for pre and posttest evaluation.  Each of the five STEN scores measures a construct 
relevant to the abusive-nurturing parenting spectrum. STEN pretest scores are identified with the 
construct label + 1, for example pretest STEN score for construct, inappropriate expectations is 
STENA1. STEN posttest scores are identified with the construct label + 2, for example posttest 
STEN score for construct, inappropriate expectations is STENA2.    
 Construct A  Construct B Construct C Construct D Construct E 
Concept Inappropriate 
Expectations 
Empathy Corporal 
Punishment 
Role 
Reversal 
Power and 
Independence 
 
a. Overall Analysis 
Examining the participant pre-post test scores identified though the AAPI-2, an analysis 
was conducted to answer our primary research question: Does participant completion of 
programs provided by the Parenting Project as presented significantly increase parental 
knowledge thereby reducing the risk of abusive parenting behaviors? Both ABC and NP 
programs (regardless of language of class) showed decreases in the mean attitude measurements 
for all 5 constructs.  Therefore, it is possible to state the initial research hypothesis holds and the 
null hypothesis is rejected.  Generally speaking, participation in the Parenting Project classes 
(ABCs of Parenting and Nurturing Parents and Families) increases parental knowledge and 
reduces the risk of abusive parenting attitudes.  Please note that all tables are viewable in the 
Appendix.  The following tables are excerpted to provide a visual reference for the data: 
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 NP Paired Sample Test Mean 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.601 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.279 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.915 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.664 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.559 
 
 NPsp Paired Sample Test  Mean 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.601 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.279 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.915 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.664 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.559 
 
 ABC Paired Sample Test Mean 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.770 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.362 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.995 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.454 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.863 
 
 ABC Paired Sample Test Mean 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.833 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.430 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.330 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.334 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.848 
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Figure 2 – All Participants by Gender 
The participants of the program are overwhelmingly female.  68.8 % of all respondents 
were female (3,092) while 31.7% were male (1,400). 
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Figure 3 – All Participants by Program 
Of the two programs evaluated, the majority of participants took Nurturing Parents and 
Families (46.7%, 2,098 participants).  Nurturing Parents and Families in Spanish had 533 
participants amounting to 11.9% of the classes. ABCs of Parenting had 34.1%, or 1,531 
participants.  ABC’s of Parenting in Spanish had 330 participants and 7.3% of the total. See 
figure 3.   
28 
	
 
Figure 4 – All Participants by Class Instructor 
Analyses of the amount of participants each class instructor taught revealed there is no 
clear majority with the classes.  Acosta taught the majority of classes at 14.5% while Finch is 
close behind with 13.2%.  Following is the next set of most frequent instructors: Paluzzi at 9.9%, 
Bialecki at 7.1% and Seiss at 5.2%.  These 5 instructors taught 49.9% of all classes taught. This 
evaluation did not analyze the performance of individual instructors, but it is recommended that 
Parenting Project consider this possibility for future evaluations. 
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Figure 5 – All Participants by Class Location 
In terms of location, Cambridge Community Center located at 3,930 Cambridge Street 
(Maryland and Flamingo) accounted for nearly a third (29.5%) of all classes taught (1,323 
classes).  This setting is the closest location to the Parenting Project’s home office.  DFS is the 
next location with 8.1% (365 classes), Doolittle Community Center at 6.3% (284 classes), FMW 
Community Center at 6.4% (288 classes), Walnut Rec Center 6.7% (299 classes), JCC at 5.4% 
(241 classes), and Whitney Ranch Rec Center at 3.3% (150 classes). 
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b.   Gender Analysis 
• Gender and Nurturing Parents and Families 
For this comparison, there are 1,403 Female Nurturing Parents and Families participants 
and 695 Male participants.  Tables A.9 and A.11 demonstrate that, for all 5 concepts, even at 1%, 
there is a significant correlation between pre and posttest scores.  There is a statistically 
significant difference between the pretest and posttest scores and the conclusion is reached that 
the difference is not due to chance.  This indicates an overall increase in the knowledge, which is 
necessary to decrease the risks of abusive parenting, and hopefully also a shift toward nurturing 
parenting as well.  Additionally, as demonstrated by the means in Tables A.5 and A.7, the 
negative mean differences for all STEN scores indicate movement from abusive parenting to 
nurturing parenting.  The biggest changes for both men and women are in STENB – Empathy (-
1.4 for female, and -1.42 for male).  Notably, the next largest change is in STENC – Corporal 
Punishment for both genders again (-.99 for female and -1.04 for male). Increasing empathy and 
decreasing the use of corporal punishment dovetail in lowering abuse risk.     
• Gender and ABCs of Parenting 
For this comparison, there are 1,044 Female ABC’s of Parenting participants and 487 
Male participants.  Tables A.19 and A.21 demonstrate that, for all 5 concepts, even at 1%, there 
are significant differences between pre and posttest scores for all five STENs.  There is a 
statistically significant difference between the pre and posttest scores and the conclusion is 
reached that the difference is not random.  This indicates an overall increase in the knowledge 
that is necessary to decrease the risk of abusive parenting, and perhaps also a shift towards 
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nurturing parenting as well.  Additionally, as demonstrated by the negative means in Table A.13 
and A.16, the all STEN scores indicate movement from abusive parenting to nurturing parenting.  
The biggest changes for both men and women are in STENB – Empathy (-1.31 for female, and -
1.20 for male).  Notably, the next largest change is in STENC – Corporal Punishment for both 
genders again (-1.12 for female and -.95 for male). Increasing empathy and decreasing the use of 
corporal punishment dovetail in lowering abuse risk.     
• Gender and Nurturing Parents and Families – Spanish 
For this comparison, there are 227 Female NPF - Spanish participants and 103 Male 
participants.  Referencing tables A.26 and A.28, for all 5 concepts, even at 1%, there is a 
significant difference between pre and posttest scores.  As demonstrated by Tables 22 and 24, the 
negative means for all STEN scores indicate movement from abusive parenting to nurturing 
parenting.  This indicates an overall increase in the knowledge, which is necessary to decrease 
the risk of abusive parenting, and perhaps a shift towards nurturing parenting as well.  The 
biggest changes for both men and women are in STENB – Empathy (-1.34 for female, and -1.44 
for male).  Notably, the next largest change is in STENC – Corporal Punishment for both 
genders again (-.96 for female and -1.27 for male). Notably, STENA – Inappropriate 
Expectations saw a much larger decrease for male NP participants (-1.17) than for female 
participants (-.83).  
• Gender and ABCs of Parenting – Spanish 
For this comparison, there are 103 Female ABCs - Spanish participants and 115 Male 
participants.  This is the only subgroup with more male participants than female participants. 
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This was found this to be of particular interest, despite the relatively small overall sample size.  
Referencing Tables A.34, for all 5 concepts with female participants, even at 1%, there is a 
significant difference between pre and posttest scores.  As demonstrated by Tables A.29, the 
means differences for all STEN scores for female participants are all negatives, indicating the 
movement from abusive parenting to nurturing parenting.   
However, the difference between pre and post-test scores among male participants for ABC 
program offered in Spanish are significant only for STENs A, B, and C. Tables A.31 shows the 
means differences for all STEN scores for male participants are all negatives, indicating the 
general movement from abusive parenting to nurturing parenting, but there is no statistical 
significant with STEN D and E at 5% level.  This is evidence supporting that a decrease in the 
risk of abusive parenting and a shift toward nurturing parenting varies by gender for ABC 
program in Spanish for different STENs.   
Furthermore, the biggest changes for both men and women are in STENB – Empathy (-1.44 
for female, and -1.77 for male).  The next largest change is in STENC – Corporal Punishment for 
both genders again (-1.27 for female and -1.18for male). This is the first time that female 
participants moved the average more than the male participants.  Notably, STENA – 
Inappropriate Expectations saw a much larger decrease for female ABCs participants (-1.17) 
than for male participants (-.71). This is the reverse of the Nurturing Parents and Families result.   
 
 
 
33 
	
 
 
Table 2 Mean Difference by Gender and Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statistically significant * at 10% level, ** at 5% level, and *** at 1% level 
 
• Evaluation across Program, Language and Gender 
The change in the pre and posttest score was calculated in order to effectively compare 
changes in risk across program, language, and gender categories.  This was calculated by 
subtracting the post-test score from the pre-test score.  As explained previously, the range of 
abusive to nurturing parenting risk scale from 1-10 begins at 1 with abusive parenting and ends 
at 10, which is the highest nurturing parenting rank.  For example, a difference of -1 will be 
achieved if the pretest score was a 2 and the posttest score was 3.  This negative number (-1) 
reflects a decrease in the risk of abusive parenting attitudes.  This score is listed as variable DIFF 
in the appendix tables and allowed comparisons across program, language and gender categories 
using SPSS’ automatic random sampling feature.   
 DIFFA DIFFB DIFFC DIFFD DIFFE 
NP Female -.60*** -1.40*** -.99*** -.53*** -.73*** 
NP Male -.56*** -1.42*** -1.04*** -.59*** -.78*** 
      
ABC Female -.74*** -1.31*** -1.12*** -.65*** -.72*** 
ABC Male -.86*** -1.20*** -.95*** -.43*** -.83*** 
      
NP Sp Female .-83*** -1.34*** -.96*** -.34*** -.41*** 
NP Sp Male -1.17*** -1.44*** -1.27*** -.47* -.65*** 
      
ABC Sp Female -1.17*** -1.44*** -1.27*** -.47*** -.65*** 
ABC Sp Male -.71*** -1.77*** -1.18*** -.51 -.47 
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• ABC v. NP (Appendix Tables A.41 – A.43)  
Using random sampling methods through SPSS, 1,531 cases were evaluated of the ABC 
and NP programs.  As shown in Table A.43, at 5% significant level, none of the Constructs 
shows statistical significant in terms of difference between pre- and post-scores. The mean of NP 
at -.83 reflects decrease in the abusive parenting attitudes as measured by the AAPI, which is 
more than the -.78 of the ABC program.  However, these mean differences are not statistically 
significant and random. Therefore, it is impossible to draw results on which program induces 
greater positive changes for parenting attitude. 
• ABC v. ABCsp (Appendix Tables A.44 – A.46) 
Using random sampling methods through SPSS, 533 cases were evaluated of the ABC 
and ABCsp programs.  At 95% confidence, Construct “A” had a significantly significant result. 
In review, Construct “A” is concerned with appropriate developmental expectations for children.  
The ABC program showed a -2.17 mean as compared to the -.85 mean of the ABCsp program.  
ABC’s English language program had nearly double the decrease in risk over the ABC Spanish 
language program. It should be noted that the impact of different cultural expectations for this 
construct may or may not be relevant to these findings, but should be considered as an area of 
potential future research.   
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• NP v. NPsp (Appendix Tables 47 – 49) 
Using random sampling methods through SPSS, 330 cases were evaluated of the NP and 
NPsp programs.  At 95% confidence, Construct A had a significantly significant result.  The NP 
program showed a -3.06 mean as compared to the -.94 mean of the NPsp program.  This result 
indicates that the English language version of the NP program has much greater success at 
reducing the abusive risk attitudes for Construct A than the Spanish language version of the NP 
program, as the reduction was more than three times higher for the English language program. 
• ABCsp v. NPsp (Appendix Tables A.50 – A.52) 
Using random sampling methods through SPSS, 330 cases were evaluated of the ABCsp and 
NPsp programs.  Again, Construct “A” shows statistically significant results at 95%.  ABCsp has 
a -1.66 mean decrease in abusive parenting attitudes v. NPsp’s -.94.   ABC’s Spanish language 
program was more successful in reducing abusive parenting attitudes than the NP Spanish 
language program. Once again, it should be noted that the impact of different cultural 
expectations for this construct may or may not be relevant to these findings, but they should be 
considered as an area of potential future research.   
 
c. Location Analysis (Cambridge Community Center vs. All Non-Cambridge Locations) 
The research hypothesis, “Parenting Project’s classes at Cambridge Community Center 
significantly reduce risk of abusive parenting behaviors compared to all other locations”.  
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Cambridge Community Center has 1,323 participants took classes at the Cambridge Center 
location, which is about 2/3 of total participants. While 3,170 participants took classes at all 
other locations combined.  Cambridge Community Center is a full service office, housing many 
social service programs (i.e. The Parenting Project, Family Health Center, Child Health 
Assurance Program, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program, and Cambridge Family Health Center) to meet the needs of the surrounding 
community. Notably, The Cambridge Community Center also serves as the training center for 
new facilitators, which may impact participant change in parental attitudes. Tables A.37 and 
A.39 in appendix, display that all STENS at both subgroups show a decrease in the risk of 
abusive parenting.  The biggest decreases are STENB – Empathy, -1.25 for Cambridge and -1.39 
and Non-Cambridge Locations, and STENC – Corporal Punishment, -.98 for Cambridge and -
1.06 and Non-Cambridge Locations.  Non- Cambridge locations were more effective at reducing 
risk of abusive parenting as relates to STEN A, STENB, and STENC (significantly) than 
Cambridge. STEND and STENE are approximately equal.  
 
Table 1 Mean Difference for Constructs by Location (Cambridge v. Non-Cambridge) 
 Variable 
Location DIFFA^ DIFFB DIFFC DIFFD DIFFE 
Cambridge -.80 -1.25 -.98 -.53 -.74 
Non-Cambridge -.1.92 -1.29 -1.00 -.48 -.64 
Sig (difference test) .000*** .699 .750 .515 .322 
Statistically significant * at 10% level, ** at 5% level, and *** at 1% level  
^DIFFA – DIFFE reflects the calculated value of the difference in pretest STEN and posttest STEN scores 
for each of the 5 constructs from the AAPI.		
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Using random sampling methods through SPSS, 1,323 cases were evaluated separating 
the cases by location.  Cambridge Community Center is the primary location for classes, so the 
comparison is between Cambridge and Non-Cambridge locations.  Construct “A” is the only 
STEN that is statistically significant at 5% (see Table A/55).  Non-Cambridge locations showed 
a greater decrease in the mean, -1.92, than the Cambridge locations, -.80.  These results can be 
seen in Tables A.53 – A.55 of the Appendix.   
Therefore, the secondary research hypothesis is rejected.  Non-Cambridge locations 
showed a greater decrease for Construct A at 5% and Construct B at 10%.  The remaining 
constructs did not show any statistically significant results.   
 
VIII. Recommendations and Conclusions 
 
The primary research question for this evaluation was to determine if participant 
completion of programs provided by the Parenting Project significantly increased parental 
knowledge thereby reducing the risk of abusive parenting behaviors. The null hypothesis for this 
question surmised that participation would not increase knowledge and thereby not decrease the 
risk of abusive parenting attitudes.  The null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis 
is accepted with the decreases in the mean risk attitudes being seen in every category. The 
research shows conclusively that participation in Parenting Project does increase the parental 
knowledge that has been shown to decrease the risk of abusive parenting behaviors.  
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The secondary research question was ‘Does the location of parenting classes’ impact 
participant post-test scores on the AAPI-2 inventory, thereby reducing the risk of abusive 
parenting behaviors?’ The null hypothesis for this question proposed that attendance at the 
Cambridge location, set up as a one-stop shop community service center, would not score higher 
for a decrease in abusive parenting attitudes.  The findings of the research indicate, however, that 
we could reject the null hypothesis only for Construct A with statistical significance, and that 
attendance at Non-Cambridge locations actually reflected a greater decrease in abusive parenting 
attitudes for all other Constructs.  Therefore, this research question retrieves mixed results 
depending on Constructs used for statistical tests. This evaluation has determined that overall 
findings did not show a statistical significance between program location and increased scores on 
the AAPI-2 inventory. Attendance at each location lowered the risk of abusive parenting 
attitudes for program participants. For this reason, it is the recommendation of this evaluation to 
continue to expand community partnerships for course locations in an effort to reach a larger and 
more diverse participant population. The programs examined by this evaluation have been 
demonstrated to be effective, therefore expansion should be considered. 
Finally, the tertiary research question was ‘Does gender have a significant impact on 
AAPI-2 scores’?  The answer to this question is yes.  Research indicated that male participants 
across most sub datasets reflected a greater decrease in abusive tendencies after program 
participation. The tertiary null hypothesis is rejected, as gender did in fact reflect statistically 
significant changes in parental attitudes after program participation.  
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According to table A.1 in appendix, men make up less than 1/3 of the total participation 
pool, yet they have also shown a higher significance in reduced abusive parenting attitudes after 
having completed the program. Additionally, population changes may increase further demands 
for service, and the diversity of new residents could challenge the ability of the program to serve 
all prospective stakeholders equally. As the demographic characteristics of the community 
change, the organization should remain mindful of these changes and adapt accordingly. With 
consideration to gender, for example, participant demographics show a rather disproportionate 
ratio of female to male participation in Parenting Project. As shown in table 2, decreases in the 
risk of abusive parenting for male participants were more significant than those for female 
participant.   
Notably, 288 female clients participated in the classes held at the Florence McClure 
Correctional Facility and 241 female participants from the Jean Conservation Camp.  These 
participants are inmates with the Nevada Department of Corrections.  Inmates receive time credit 
for participating in Nurturing Parents and Family, ABCs of Parenting and Teen Triple P.  The 
participants are not required to be parents to attend the classes.  This provides a carrot to this 
particular group of clients, but it is unknown if the classes are as successful with this group of 
participants as with the overall group for that reason. It is the recommendation of this evaluation 
that outreach efforts could be increased to recruit additional male participants in the program.  
One method for implementation of this recommendation is to create a similar program with 
appropriate male inmates in the Clark County.    
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As was mentioned previously, while the potential exists for significant demographic 
analysis of all program participants, little of that data was available for this particular evaluation. 
There were, however, some notable areas of concern regarding some of the specific participant 
demographics that were made available. English language programs had more success in 
decreasing the risk of abusive parenting attitudes as compared to those taught in Spanish.  To 
further implement program improvement strategies, Spanish language instructional methods and 
curriculum should be further examined to increase the AAPI-2 scores for Spanish speaking 
participants. From the information gathered in this evaluation, it is not able to be determined by 
the evaluators why these discrepancies exist, only that they do. For this reason, it is impossible 
for there to be any one specific area for review, but possible areas of revision may include 
curriculum, instruction, geographic locations, course times, or other potential variables. 
Additionally, it should be stressed that the overwhelming amount of difference between these 
scores came from Construct A. For this reason, the importance of culture should be taken into 
account when considering the variables which may impact these scores. To that end, it is the 
recommendation of this evaluation that further qualitative study be done to interview the Spanish 
language participants of Parenting Program to better understand the role that culture may play in 
their parental beliefs.  
As noted in the SWOT analysis section, several other community organizations offer 
services aimed at parents of younger children.  However, there are no other programs that offer 
parenting classes to parents of school-aged children.  Additional classes in this particular socio-
economic group would continue to reduce risk of abusive parenting attitudes.   
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Across all data subsets, Construct ‘A’ reflects the most statistically significant results in 
the majority of data sets.  Construct ‘A’ reflects attitudes on the appropriate developmental 
expectations of children.  Parental knowledge of child development has often been mentioned as 
a factor related to child development outcomes. It can be defined as being the understanding of 
“developmental norms and milestones, processes of child development, and familiarity with 
caregiving skills.”17  It is unknown if this construct simply is one that is less closely held than 
others, and therefore is easier to address in a curriculum based classroom scenario.  Additionally, 
this evaluation did not review the actual curriculum being taught to participants.  It is 
recommended that the curriculum teaching the other 4 constructs be evaluated to determine if 
additional focus should be placed on those constructs.   
Courses are currently offered in English and Spanish, but future offerings could include 
instruction in additional languages as needed.  Clark County offers election ballots in English, 
Spanish, and as of October 13, 2011, Filipino/Tagalog.  This is because of the requirements of 
the Federal Voting Rights Act to provide ballots to eligible voters in their language once they 
reach certain minimum criteria.18  According to the U.S. Census data for 2013, 79.3% of Clark 
County residents speak English only, 12.9% speak Spanish, 3.7% speak other Indo-European 
languages, and 3.3% speak Asian-Pacific languages.19  The Parenting Project should keep 
abreast of changing demographic indicators and should review these publically available data 
sources to determine if new language curriculums would be of a benefit to Clark County 
																																								 																				
17 Benasich AA, Brooks-Gunn J. Maternal attitudes and knowledge of child rearing: Associations with family and 
child outcomes. Child Development 1996;67(3):1186-1205. 
	
18	42 U.S.C. § 1973aa-1a(b)(2)(A)((i)(I) and Federal Register, Vol. 76, No. 198, October 13, 2011  	
19 http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 
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residents.  Additionally, contact could be made with elementary schools that track which 
languages children speak at home.  A survey could be formatted to ask parents of elementary 
school children if they would attend these classes and what languages they would like to see.  
This would also serve to publicize the Parenting Project to potential clients in the community.  
The primary conclusion of this evaluation is that Parenting Project is impacting parental 
behaviors, by effectively increasing parental knowledge of abusive behaviors, thereby reducing 
the associated risks of abusive parenting. While we are not able to determine the extent to which 
participants in the real world implement these newly gained skills, we do know that there are 
statistically significant increases in parental knowledge shown by those participants who have 
completed the program. To that end, we recommend that a longitudinal study of participants be 
conducted to assess the extent to which the parental knowledge gained from this program is 
actually applied to real life familial situations. Unfortunately, a study such as this is beyond the 
scope of this evaluation, but we do find it to be an important are of prospective future research. 
 
 
IX. Limitations and Future Directions 
 
Due to the design of the project, researchers faced challenges that were limiting to the 
overall evaluation of Parenting Project. Such limitations included issues of time, budget, 
resources, and data management. Of these limitations, time constraints were perhaps the most 
limiting, which prohibited the opportunity to review, observe and evaluate curriculum and 
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instruction. The research, analysis and program evaluation was completed in roughly three 
months. This evaluation was completed without any financial backing, with limited resources, 
and on a volunteer basis for partial fulfillment of PUA 721, MPA Capstone Project. To that end, 
we believe that Parenting Project may benefit from future capstones that may continue where this 
one ended. There is vast potential for additional research studies in this area.  
The research design for this evaluation was quasi-experimental. This type of design is 
practical for examining social service programs, but without the ability to have a control group 
and an intervention group, results in our sample pool are without randomization. This means the 
opportunity to examine different areas of the study group is a limitation. Additionally, each 
subgroup did not contain identical numbers of participants, so in order to effectively compare 
data across the subgroup categories, researchers relied on Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) to randomly sample the maximum number of eligible cases.  In every case, no 
less than 300 samples were selected, meeting statistical requirements for randomness.   
The AAPI – 2 was designed to collect demographic data on the participants, including 
age, race, gender, employment, education, income and “abuse experience”, which indicates 
whether or not the participant was abused or neglected in his or her childhood.  Due to its 
internal limitations, this demographic data was unfortunately not stored or collated with the 
AAPI data by the Parenting Project. However, the limitations the researchers experienced opened 
other opportunities and areas of examination available for future researchers. An analysis of the 
remaining programs would require a commitment of time beyond the constraints of this 
evaluation. Further, there are some findings that suggest program implementation could be 
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improved for courses taught in Spanish. It is beyond the scope of this evaluation for it to be 
determined precisely the reason for Spanish language AAPI-2 scores to be below English 
language AAPI-2 scores, but it is recommend for further investigation. 
Finally, data gathering and analysis should become an administrative priority of the 
organization. The significant statistical analysis of the effectiveness of the program can impact 
meaningful funding sources. Continuous data gathering and analysis could open up other 
necessary resources and assist in rectifying critical needs for the Parenting Project. For example, 
it could be enlightening to look at the results for participants who completed the program 
voluntarily as compared to those whose participation was mandated by the courts. It would also 
be interesting to statistically examine participants’ results by race, age, socio-economic status, 
and factors that could impact learning opportunities. Further, data analysis at this level can assist 
facilitators to adequately meet the unique needs of each participant.  
It is highly recommended that the partnership between University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
and the Clark County Department of Family Services, Parenting Project continue. Participation 
in another evaluation and analysis of the Parenting Project may continue to yield impressive 
statistical findings that were beyond the limitations of this project. Further evaluation can benefit 
and expand program development and also help to meet participant and stakeholder needs. 
Additionally, a longitudinal study of program participants may provide additional insight 
towards the ways in which the knowledge and skills gained by those who have participated in 
Parenting Project are actually implemented into daily life. While the AAPI measures attitudes on 
the abusive-nurturing parenting spectrum, it is generally accepted that attitudes drive behaviors, 
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and while attitude is a unit of measurement for behavior in the instrument, it is unknown to what 
extent the changes reflected in the post-test scores will drive parents to change their actual 
behaviors.  A longitudinal study of a discrete group of participants would allow extrapolation 
from attitude changes to behavior modifications.  While a study such as this would certainly be a 
time consuming endeavor, it would likely provide a great deal of additional information to help 
further evaluate the project in the future. It would also make for a tremendous dissertation topic.   
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Appendix 
 
Basic Descriptive Statistics 
 
Table A.1 – Gender 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
F 3092 68.8 68.8 68.8 
M 1400 31.2 31.2 100.0 
Total 4492 100.0 100.0  
 
Table A.2 – Program  
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
ABC 1531 34.1 34.1 34.1 
ABCsp 533 11.9 11.9 45.9 
NP 2098 46.7 46.7 92.7 
NPsp 330 7.3 7.3 100.0 
Total 4492 100.0 100.0  
 
Table A.3 – Trainer 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
ACOSTA 652 14.5 14.5 14.5 
ACOSTA/SLESS 3 .1 .1 14.6 
BARRAZA 167 3.7 3.7 18.3 
BARRY 57 1.3 1.3 19.6 
BELT 20 .4 .4 20.0 
BEST 16 .4 .4 20.4 
BIALECKI 319 7.1 7.1 27.5 
BONA 143 3.2 3.2 30.7 
DAIGLE 2 .0 .0 30.7 
ESPINOZA 83 1.8 1.8 32.5 
FIKE 27 .6 .6 33.1 
FINCH 591 13.2 13.2 46.3 
GALLEGOS 8 .2 .2 46.5 
GUILLORY 9 .2 .2 46.7 
HOLMES 48 1.1 1.1 47.8 
HOVATER 42 .9 .9 48.7 
HURD 26 .6 .6 49.3 
JOHNSON, C. 90 2.0 2.0 51.3 
JOHNSON, M. 158 3.5 3.5 54.8 
KAJATT 173 3.9 3.9 58.6 
LEONG 4 .1 .1 58.7 
LETTSOME 39 .9 .9 59.6 
48 
	
LEWIS 8 .2 .2 59.8 
LISTER 21 .5 .5 60.2 
MENDOZA 207 4.6 4.6 64.8 
MOORMAN 109 2.4 2.4 67.3 
OSTRANDER 82 1.8 1.8 69.1 
PALUZZI 445 9.9 9.9 79.0 
PEREZ 34 .8 .8 79.8 
ROBERTS 306 6.8 6.8 86.6 
SALDIVAR 118 2.6 2.6 89.2 
SANCHEZ 7 .2 .2 89.4 
SANTOS 128 2.8 2.8 92.2 
SEISS 234 5.2 5.2 97.4 
SHAHAN 20 .4 .4 97.9 
SOLOMON 24 .5 .5 98.4 
VAVOLIZZA 72 1.6 1.6 100.0 
Total 4492 100.0 100.0  
 
Table A.4 – Location 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
ACELERO LEARNING 25 .6 .6 .6 
ALAMO ES 5 .1 .1 .7 
BEACH THERAPY 6 .1 .1 .8 
BECKER CS 71 1.6 1.6 2.4 
BECKLEY ES 3 .1 .1 2.4 
BEHAVIORAL BILINGUAL 9 .2 .2 2.6 
BENDORF ES 15 .3 .3 3.0 
BLACK MTN RC 37 .8 .8 3.8 
BOYS AND GIRLS 3 .1 .1 3.9 
BOZARTH ES 2 .0 .0 3.9 
BRACKEN 2 .0 .0 4.0 
BRINGLEY COM SCHOOL 2 .0 .0 4.0 
CAMBRIDGE CC 1323 29.5 29.5 33.5 
CAROL JOHNSON MS 2 .0 .0 33.5 
CENTRAL NFSC 13 .3 .3 33.8 
CENTRO DE VICTORIA 11 .2 .2 34.0 
CLARK CS 6 .1 .1 34.2 
CORTEZ ES 70 1.6 1.6 35.7 
CRISTO VIENE 13 .3 .3 36.0 
CULLEY ES 13 .3 .3 36.3 
CVT GILBERT MS 7 .2 .2 36.5 
DEAN PETERSON 2 .0 .0 36.5 
DESERT ROSE COUNC GRP 12 .3 .3 36.8 
DETWILER ES 3 .1 .1 36.8 
DFS 365 8.1 8.1 45.0 
DFS CENTRAL 86 1.9 1.9 46.9 
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DIAZ ES 8 .2 .2 47.1 
DOOLITTLE CC 284 6.3 6.3 53.4 
EDWARDS ES 24 .5 .5 53.9 
ELV CC 97 2.2 2.2 56.1 
FAMILY PROMISE 47 1.0 1.0 57.1 
FAY HERRON ES 13 .3 .3 57.4 
FITZGERALD ELEMENTARY 6 .1 .1 57.5 
FMWCC 288 6.4 6.4 64.0 
GRACE REFROMED CHURCH 1 .0 .0 64.0 
GRAGSON ES 2 .0 .0 64.0 
GREEN VALLEY UMC 1 .0 .0 64.0 
GRIFFITH UNITED 
METHODIST CHURCH 
8 .2 .2 64.2 
HILL & DALE 2 .0 .0 64.3 
HOLLINGSWORTH ES 52 1.2 1.2 65.4 
HOPELINK 13 .3 .3 65.7 
INSTITUTO DE LIDERAZGO 10 .2 .2 65.9 
IT'S ALL ABOUT KIDS 6 .1 .1 66.1 
J.T. MCWILLIAMS 4 .1 .1 66.2 
JCC 241 5.4 5.4 71.5 
JEFFERS ES 14 .3 .3 71.8 
JYDSTRUP 4 .1 .1 71.9 
KATZ ES 4 .1 .1 72.0 
LAUGHLIN LIBRARY 7 .2 .2 72.2 
LIED MEMORIAL B&G CLUB 20 .4 .4 72.6 
LONE MTN LEARNING CTR 3 .1 .1 72.7 
LONG ES 2 .0 .0 72.7 
LUMIS ES 5 .1 .1 72.8 
MARTIN LUTHER ES 4 .1 .1 72.9 
MCCALL ES 8 .2 .2 73.1 
MCCAW ELEM 4 .1 .1 73.2 
MCCAW ES 11 .2 .2 73.4 
MCWILLIAMS ES 2 .0 .0 73.5 
MENDOZA ES 13 .3 .3 73.8 
MESQUITE LUTHERAN 2 .0 .0 73.8 
MESQUITE REC CTR 1 .0 .0 73.8 
MIRABELLI CC 10 .2 .2 74.1 
MOLASKY CS 43 1.0 1.0 75.0 
ODYSSEY CHARTER 5 .1 .1 75.1 
OLD BOXING CLUB 2 .0 .0 75.2 
PEARSON CC 68 1.5 1.5 76.7 
PITTMAN ES 7 .2 .2 76.8 
RAINBOW 8 .2 .2 77.0 
RAINBOW LIBRARY 29 .6 .6 77.7 
ROSE WARREN ES 52 1.2 1.2 78.8 
RUBY THOMAS ES 26 .6 .6 79.4 
RUNDLE ES 11 .2 .2 79.7 
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SALVATION ARMY 24 .5 .5 80.2 
SHERMAN GARDENS 4 .1 .1 80.3 
SILVER MESA RC 54 1.2 1.2 81.5 
SOUTH NEIGHBORHOOD 19 .4 .4 81.9 
STUPAK CC 14 .3 .3 82.2 
TARTAN ES 4 .1 .1 82.3 
TATE ES 38 .8 .8 83.1 
TOM WILLIAMS ES 37 .8 .8 84.0 
US VETS 7 .2 .2 84.1 
VAIL PITTMAN 4 .1 .1 84.2 
VALLEY VIEW RC 134 3.0 3.0 87.2 
VICTORY OUTREACH WMNS 2 .0 .0 87.2 
WALNUT RC 299 6.7 6.7 93.9 
WALTER LONG ES 16 .4 .4 94.3 
WENDELL WILLIAMS ES 15 .3 .3 94.6 
WENGERT ES 20 .4 .4 95.0 
WESTCARE 57 1.3 1.3 96.3 
WHITNEY RANCH RC 150 3.3 3.3 99.6 
WILLIAM PEARSON CC 3 .1 .1 99.7 
WOLFE ES 1 .0 .0 99.7 
WYNN ES 12 .3 .3 100.0 
Total 4492 100.0 100.0  
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Gender and Nurturing Parents and Families 
 
Table A.5 – NP Female One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 1403 -.60 1.877 .050 
DIFFB 1403 -1.40 2.264 .060 
DIFFC 1403 -.99 1.935 .052 
DIFFD 1403 -.53 1.996 .053 
DIFFE 1403 -.73 2.467 .066 
 
Table A.6 – NP Female One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -12.021 1402 .000 -.602 -.70 -.50 
DIFFB -23.223 1402 .000 -1.403 -1.52 -1.28 
DIFFC -19.210 1402 .000 -.992 -1.09 -.89 
DIFFD -9.938 1402 .000 -.530 -.63 -.43 
DIFFE -11.104 1402 .000 -.731 -.86 -.60 
 
 
 
Table A.7 – NP Male One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 695 -.56 1.940 .074 
DIFFB 695 -1.42 2.407 .091 
DIFFC 695 -1.04 1.983 .075 
DIFFD 695 -.59 2.057 .078 
DIFFE 695 -.78 2.622 .099 
 
Table A.8 – NP Male One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -7.646 694 .000 -.563 -.71 -.42 
DIFFB -15.538 694 .000 -1.419 -1.60 -1.24 
DIFFC -13.847 694 .000 -1.042 -1.19 -.89 
DIFFD -7.615 694 .000 -.594 -.75 -.44 
DIFFE -7.869 694 .000 -.783 -.98 -.59 
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Table A.9 – Female NP Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 1403 .481 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 1403 .501 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 1403 .518 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 1403 .611 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 1403 .400 .000 
 
Table A.10 – Female NP Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.547 1.811 .048 -.642 -.452 -11.305 1402 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.272 2.214 .059 -1.388 -1.156 -21.510 1402 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.886 1.810 .048 -.981 -.791 -18.337 1402 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.589 1.915 .051 -.689 -.488 -11.513 1402 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.562 2.591 .069 -.697 -.426 -8.119 1402 .000 
 
Table A.11 – Male NP Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 695 .493 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 695 .406 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 695 .482 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 695 .598 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 695 .349 .000 
 
 
Table A.12 – Male NP Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.711 2.049 .078 -.863 -.558 -9.143 694 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.294 2.341 .089 -1.468 -1.119 -14.569 694 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.974 1.793 .068 -1.108 -.841 -14.321 694 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.817 2.087 .079 -.973 -.662 -10.322 694 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.554 2.175 .083 -.716 -.392 -6.714 694 .000 
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Gender and ABCs of Parenting 
 
Table A.13 – Female ABC One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 1044 -.74 1.879 .058 
DIFFB 1044 -1.31 2.217 .069 
DIFFC 1044 -1.12 1.901 .059 
DIFFD 1044 -.65 1.989 .062 
DIFFE 1044 -.72 2.449 .076 
 
Table A.14 – Female ABC One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -12.652 1043 .000 -.736 -.85 -.62 
DIFFB -19.042 1043 .000 -1.307 -1.44 -1.17 
DIFFC -19.030 1043 .000 -1.120 -1.24 -1.00 
DIFFD -10.519 1043 .000 -.648 -.77 -.53 
DIFFE -9.478 1043 .000 -.718 -.87 -.57 
 
Table A.16 – Male ABC One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 487 -.86 2.070 .094 
DIFFB 487 -1.20 2.182 .099 
DIFFC 487 -.95 1.917 .087 
DIFFD 487 -.43 1.951 .088 
DIFFE 487 -.83 2.446 .111 
 
Table A.17 – Male ABC One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -9.172 486 .000 -.860 -1.04 -.68 
DIFFB -12.148 486 .000 -1.201 -1.40 -1.01 
DIFFC -10.922 486 .000 -.949 -1.12 -.78 
DIFFD -4.832 486 .000 -.427 -.60 -.25 
DIFFE -7.486 486 .000 -.830 -1.05 -.61 
 
Table A.18 – Female ABC Paired Sample Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 1044 .476 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 1044 .524 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 1044 .545 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 1044 .637 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 1044 .494 .000 
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Table A.19 – Female ABC Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.667 1.864 .058 -.780 -.553 -11.556 1043 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.362 2.185 .068 -1.495 -1.229 -20.143 1043 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -.919 1.870 .058 -1.032 -.805 -15.874 1043 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.363 1.858 .057 -.476 -.250 -6.314 1043 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.974 2.444 .076 -1.123 -.826 -12.876 1043 .000 
 
 
Table A.20 – Male ABC Paired Samples Test  
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 487 .431 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 487 .456 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 487 .480 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 487 .609 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 487 .432 .000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Table A.21 – MALE ABC Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.992 2.097 .095 -1.179 -.805 -10.435 486 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.361 2.363 .107 -1.572 -1.151 -12.712 486 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.160 1.956 .089 -1.334 -.986 -13.089 486 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.649 2.038 .092 -.830 -.467 -7.025 486 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.624 2.147 .097 -.815 -.433 -6.416 486 .000 
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Gender and Nurturing Parents (Spanish) 
 
 
Table A.22 – FEMALE NP SP One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 227 -.83 2.180 .145 
DIFFB 227 -1.34 2.171 .144 
DIFFC 227 -.96 2.105 .140 
DIFFD 227 -.34 2.077 .138 
DIFFE 227 -.41 2.370 .157 
 
Table A.23 – FEMALE NP SP One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -5.755 226 .000 -.833 -1.12 -.55 
DIFFB -9.325 226 .000 -1.344 -1.63 -1.06 
DIFFC -6.842 226 .000 -.956 -1.23 -.68 
DIFFD -2.461 226 .015 -.339 -.61 -.07 
DIFFE -2.633 226 .009 -.414 -.72 -.10 
 
Table A.24 – MALE NP SP One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 103 -1.17 1.982 .195 
DIFFB 103 -1.44 2.448 .241 
DIFFC 103 -1.27 1.911 .188 
DIFFD 103 -.47 2.019 .199 
DIFFE 103 -.65 2.648 .261 
 
Table A.24 – MALE NP SP One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -6.014 102 .000 -1.175 -1.56 -.79 
DIFFB -5.957 102 .000 -1.437 -1.92 -.96 
DIFFC -6.755 102 .000 -1.272 -1.65 -.90 
DIFFD -2.343 102 .021 -.466 -.86 -.07 
DIFFE -2.493 102 .014 -.650 -1.17 -.13 
 
Table A.25 – FEMALE NP SP Paired Samples Correlation 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 227 .499 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 227 .551 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 227 .245 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 227 .627 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 227 .223 .001 
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Table A.26 – FEMALE NP SP Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.907 1.880 .125 -1.153 -.662 -7.271 226 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.652 2.175 .144 -1.936 -1.367 -11.441 226 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.621 2.302 .153 -1.922 -1.320 -10.611 226 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.480 1.985 .132 -.740 -.221 -3.644 226 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.956 2.639 .175 -1.301 -.611 -5.458 226 .000 
 
Table A.27 – MALE NP SP Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 103 .390 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 103 .296 .002 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 103 .123 .215 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 103 .491 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 103 .252 .010 
 
Table A.28 – MALE NP SP Paired Samples Test 
 
 
Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.942 2.539 .250 -1.438 -.445 -3.764 102 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.583 2.499 .246 -2.071 -1.094 -6.427 102 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.408 2.584 .255 -1.913 -.903 -5.530 102 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.379 2.215 .218 -.811 .054 -1.735 102 .086 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.767 2.450 .241 -1.246 -.288 -3.177 102 .002 
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Gender and ABCs of Parenting SPANISH 
 
Table A.29 – FEMALE ABC SP One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 103 -1.17 1.982 .195 
DIFFB 103 -1.44 2.448 .241 
DIFFC 103 -1.27 1.911 .188 
DIFFD 103 -.47 2.019 .199 
DIFFE 103 -.65 2.648 .261 
 
Table A.30 – FEMALE ABC SP One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -6.014 102 .000 -1.175 -1.56 -.79 
DIFFB -5.957 102 .000 -1.437 -1.92 -.96 
DIFFC -6.755 102 .000 -1.272 -1.65 -.90 
DIFFD -2.343 102 .021 -.466 -.86 -.07 
DIFFE -2.493 102 .014 -.650 -1.17 -.13 
 
Table A.31 –MALE ABC SP One Sample Statistics  
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 115 -.71 1.918 .179 
DIFFB 115 -1.77 2.451 .229 
DIFFC 115 -1.18 2.211 .206 
DIFFD 115 -.51 1.842 .172 
DIFFE 115 -.47 2.860 .267 
 
Table A.32 – MALE ABC SP One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -3.986 114 .000 -.713 -1.07 -.36 
DIFFB -7.724 114 .000 -1.765 -2.22 -1.31 
DIFFC -5.737 114 .000 -1.183 -1.59 -.77 
DIFFD -2.987 114 .003 -.513 -.85 -.17 
DIFFE -1.761 114 .081 -.470 -1.00 .06 
 
Table A.33 – FEMALE ABC SP Paired Sample Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 418 .386 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 418 .474 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 418 .247 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 418 .596 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 418 .172 .000 
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Table A.34 – FEMALE ABC SP Paired Sample Test 
 
 
Paired Differences t df Sig.  
(2-tailed) Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -.770 2.060 .101 -.968 -.572 -7.645 417 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.395 2.397 .117 -1.625 -1.164 -11.896 417 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.359 2.329 .114 -1.583 -1.135 -11.928 417 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.376 2.140 .105 -.581 -.170 -3.588 417 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.978 2.847 .139 -1.252 -.705 -7.026 417 .000 
 
Table A.35 – MALE ABC SP Paired Sample Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 STEN A1 & STEN A2 115 .425 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 & STEN B2 115 .469 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 & STEN C2 115 .315 .001 
Pair 4 STEN D1 & STEN D2 115 .586 .000 
Pair 5 STEN E1  & STEN E2 115 .124 .186 
 
Table A.36 – MALE ABC SP Paired Sample Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 STEN A1 - STEN A2 -1.061 2.225 .208 -1.472 -.650 -5.112 114 .000 
Pair 2 STEN B1 - STEN B2 -1.557 2.381 .222 -1.996 -1.117 -7.010 114 .000 
Pair 3 STEN C1 - STEN C2 -1.226 2.026 .189 -1.600 -.852 -6.488 114 .000 
Pair 4 STEN D1 - STEN D2 -.183 2.093 .195 -.569 .204 -.936 114 .351 
Pair 5 STEN E1  - STEN E2 -.374 2.814 .262 -.894 .146 -1.425 114 .157 
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Cambridge v. Non-Cambridge Locations 
 
 
Table A.37 – Cambridge One Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 1323 -.80 1.982 .054 
DIFFB 1323 -1.25 2.337 .064 
DIFFC 1323 -.98 1.927 .053 
DIFFD 1323 -.53 1.978 .054 
DIFFE 1323 -.74 2.448 .067 
 
Table A.38 – Cambridge One Sample Test 
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -14.746 1322 .000 -.803 -.91 -.70 
DIFFB -19.461 1322 .000 -1.250 -1.38 -1.12 
DIFFC -18.463 1322 .000 -.978 -1.08 -.87 
DIFFD -9.758 1322 .000 -.531 -.64 -.42 
DIFFE -10.927 1322 .000 -.735 -.87 -.60 
 
Table A.39 – Non- Cambridge One Sample Statistics  
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
DIFFA 3169 -.67 1.943 .035 
DIFFB 3169 -1.39 2.242 .040 
DIFFC 3169 -1.06 1.964 .035 
DIFFD 3169 -.54 1.989 .035 
DIFFE 3169 -.72 2.505 .044 
 
Table A.40 – Non - Cambridge One Sample Test  
 Test Value = 0 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
DIFFA -19.425 3168 .000 -.671 -.74 -.60 
DIFFB -34.964 3168 .000 -1.393 -1.47 -1.31 
DIFFC -30.514 3168 .000 -1.064 -1.13 -1.00 
DIFFD -15.295 3168 .000 -.541 -.61 -.47 
DIFFE -16.121 3168 .000 -.717 -.80 -.63 
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Table A.41 - ABC v. NP Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 
ABC_DIFFA -.78 1531 1.942 .050 
NP_DIFFA -.83 1531 1.975 .050 
Pair 2 ABC_DIFFB -1.27 1531 2.206 .056 NP_DIFFB -1.37 1531 2.282 .058 
Pair 3 ABC_DIFFC -1.07 1531 1.907 .049 NP_DIFFC -1.00 1531 1.936 .049 
Pair 4 ABC_DIFFD -.58 1531 1.979 .051 NP_DIFFD -.53 1531 2.004 .051 
Pair 5 
ABC_DIFFE -.75 1531 2.448 .063 
NP_DIFFE -.73 1531 2.486 .064 
 
Table A.42 - ABC v. NP Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 ABC_DIFFA & NP_DIFFA 1531 .249 .000 
Pair 2 ABC_DIFFB & NP_DIFFB 1531 .012 .636 
Pair 3 ABC_DIFFC & NP_DIFFC 1531 -.007 .770 
Pair 4 ABC_DIFFD & NP_DIFFD 1531 .075 .003 
Pair 5 ABC_DIFFE & NP_DIFFE 1531 -.002 .943 
 
Table A.43 - ABC v. NP Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
  
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 ABC_DIFFA - NP_DIFFA 
.052 2.401 .061 -.068 .173 .852 1530 .395 
Pair 2 ABC_DIFFB - NP_DIFFB 
.093 3.154 .081 -.065 .251 1.151 1530 .250 
Pair 3 ABC_DIFFC - NP_DIFFC 
-.062 2.728 .070 -.199 .075 -.890 1530 .374 
Pair 4 ABC_DIFFD - NP_DIFFD 
-.052 2.709 .069 -.188 .084 -.755 1530 .450 
Pair 5 ABC_DIFFE - NP_DIFFE 
-.022 3.492 .089 -.197 .153 -.242 1530 .809 
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ABC v. ABCsp 
 
Table A.44 - ABC v. ABCsp Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 
ABC_DIFFA -2.17 533 1.290 .056 
ABCsp_DIFFA -.85 533 2.082 .090 
Pair 2 ABC_DIFFB -1.16 533 2.178 .094 ABCsp_DIFFB -1.33 533 2.302 .100 
Pair 3 ABC_DIFFC -1.13 533 1.858 .080 ABCsp_DIFFC -1.07 533 2.035 .088 
Pair 4 ABC_DIFFD -.49 533 1.968 .085 ABCsp_DIFFD -.47 533 1.834 .079 
Pair 5 
ABC_DIFFE -.66 533 2.407 .104 
ABCsp_DIFFE -.68 533 2.497 .108 
 
 
Table A.45 - ABC v. ABCsp Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 ABC_DIFFA & ABCsp_DIFFA 533 .755 .000 
Pair 2 ABC_DIFFB & ABCsp_DIFFB 533 .072 .096 
Pair 3 ABC_DIFFC & ABCsp_DIFFC 533 -.032 .457 
Pair 4 ABC_DIFFD & ABCsp_DIFFD 533 -.057 .189 
Pair 5 ABC_DIFFE & ABCsp_DIFFE 533 .049 .255 
 
Table A.46 - ABC v. ABCsp Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean Std. 
Deviatio
n 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pai
r 1  
ABC_DIFFA - 
ABCsp_DIFFA 
-1.315 1.395 .060 -1.434 -1.197 -21.769 532 .000 
Pai
r 2 
ABC_DIFFB - 
ABCsp_DIFFB 
.176 3.053 .132 -.083 .436 1.334 532 .183 
Pai
r 3 
ABC_DIFFC - 
ABCsp_DIFFC 
-.054 2.800 .121 -.293 .184 -.449 532 .654 
Pai
r 4 
ABC_DIFFD - 
ABCsp_DIFFD 
-.021 2.766 .120 -.256 .215 -.172 532 .863 
Pai
r 5 
ABC_DIFFE - 
ABCsp_DIFFE 
.021 3.381 .146 -.267 .308 .141 532 .888 
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NP v. NPsp 
 
Table A.47 - NP v. NPsp Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 
NP_DIFFA -3.06 330 1.049 .058 
NPsp_DIFFA -.94 330 2.123 .117 
Pair 2 NP_DIFFB -1.47 330 2.326 .128 NPsp_DIFFB -1.37 330 2.258 .124 
Pair 3 NP_DIFFC -1.22 330 2.038 .112 NPsp_DIFFC -1.05 330 2.049 .113 
Pair 4 NP_DIFFD -.53 330 2.081 .115 NPsp_DIFFD -.38 330 2.057 .113 
Pair 5 
NP_DIFFE -.80 330 2.558 .141 
NPsp_DIFFE -.49 330 2.458 .135 
 
 
Table A.48 - NP v. NPsp Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 NP_DIFFA & NPsp_DIFFA 330 .479 .000 
Pair 2 NP_DIFFB & NPsp_DIFFB 330 .011 .849 
Pair 3 NP_DIFFC & NPsp_DIFFC 330 -.034 .536 
Pair 4 NP_DIFFD & NPsp_DIFFD 330 -.077 .165 
Pair 5 NP_DIFFE & NPsp_DIFFE 330 .083 .133 
 
 
Table A.49 - NP v. NPsp Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 
1 
NP_DIFFA - 
NPsp_DIFFA 
-2.118 1.863 .103 -2.320 -1.916 -20.650 329 .000 
Pair 
2 
NP_DIFFB - 
NPsp_DIFFB 
-.097 3.225 .178 -.446 .252 -.546 329 .585 
Pair 
3 
NP_DIFFC - 
NPsp_DIFFC 
-.167 2.939 .162 -.485 .152 -1.030 329 .304 
Pair 
4 
NP_DIFFD - 
NPsp_DIFFD 
-.148 3.036 .167 -.477 .180 -.889 329 .375 
Pair 
5 
NP_DIFFE - 
NPsp_DIFFE 
-.309 3.398 .187 -.677 .059 -1.652 329 .099 
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ABCsp v. NPsp 
 
Table A.50 - ABCsp v. NPsp Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 
ABCsp_DIFFA -1.66 330 1.621 .089 
NPsp_DIFFA -.94 330 2.123 .117 
Pair 2 ABCsp_DIFFB -1.19 330 2.311 .127 NPsp_DIFFB -1.37 330 2.258 .124 
Pair 3 ABCsp_DIFFC -.97 330 1.974 .109 NPsp_DIFFC -1.05 330 2.049 .113 
Pair 4 ABCsp_DIFFD -.44 330 1.839 .101 NPsp_DIFFD -.38 330 2.057 .113 
Pair 5 
ABCsp_DIFFE -.67 330 2.430 .134 
NPsp_DIFFE -.49 330 2.458 .135 
 
 
Table A.51 - ABCsp v. NPsp Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 ABCsp_DIFFA & NPsp_DIFFA 330 .564 .000 
Pair 2 ABCsp_DIFFB & NPsp_DIFFB 330 -.020 .713 
Pair 3 ABCsp_DIFFC & NPsp_DIFFC 330 -.042 .442 
Pair 4 ABCsp_DIFFD & NPsp_DIFFD 330 .039 .481 
Pair 5 ABCsp_DIFFE & NPsp_DIFFE 330 -.060 .278 
 
Table A.52 - ABCsp v. NPsp Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Deviatio
n 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 
1 
ABCsp_DIFFA - 
NPsp_DIFFA 
-.721 1.804 .099 -.917 -.526 -7.264 329 .000 
Pair 
2 
ABCsp_DIFFB - 
NPsp_DIFFB 
.179 3.264 .180 -.175 .532 .995 329 .320 
Pair 
3 
ABCsp_DIFFC - 
NPsp_DIFFC 
.085 2.905 .160 -.230 .399 .531 329 .596 
Pair 
4 
ABCsp_DIFFD - 
NPsp_DIFFD 
-.058 2.705 .149 -.351 .235 -.387 329 .699 
Pair 
5 
ABCsp_DIFFE - 
NPsp_DIFFE 
-.182 3.559 .196 -.567 .204 -.928 329 .354 
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Cambridge v. Non Cambridge Locations 
 
Table A.53 - Cambridge v. Non-Cambridge Paired Samples Statistics 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pair 1 
CAMB_DIFFA -.80 1323 1.982 .054 
N_CAMB_DIFFA -1.92 1323 1.320 .036 
Pair 2 CAMB_DIFFB -1.25 1323 2.337 .064 N_CAMB_DIFFB -1.29 1323 2.285 .063 
Pair 3 CAMB_DIFFC -.98 1323 1.927 .053 N_CAMB_DIFFC -1.00 1323 1.926 .053 
Pair 4 CAMB_DIFFD -.53 1323 1.978 .054 N_CAMB_DIFFD -.48 1323 2.018 .055 
Pair 5 
CAMB_DIFFE -.74 1323 2.448 .067 
N_CAMB_DIFFE -.64 1323 2.514 .069 
 
 
Table A.54 - Cambridge v. Non-Cambridge Paired Samples Correlations 
 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 CAMB_DIFFA & N_CAMB_DIFFA 1323 .580 .000 
Pair 2 CAMB_DIFFB & N_CAMB_DIFFB 1323 -.049 .076 
Pair 3 CAMB_DIFFC & N_CAMB_DIFFC 1323 -.029 .293 
Pair 4 CAMB_DIFFD & N_CAMB_DIFFD 1323 -.002 .945 
Pair 5 CAMB_DIFFE & N_CAMB_DIFFE 1323 .006 .840 
 
Table A.55 - Cambridge v. Non-Cambridge  Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std. Error 
Mean 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 CAMB_DIFFA - N_CAMB_DIFFA 
1.119 1.624 .045 1.031 1.206 25.056 1322 .000 
Pair 2 CAMB_DIFFB - N_CAMB_DIFFB 
.036 3.347 .092 -.145 .216 .386 1322 .699 
Pair 3 CAMB_DIFFC - N_CAMB_DIFFC 
.024 2.763 .076 -.125 .173 .318 1322 .750 
Pair 4 CAMB_DIFFD - N_CAMB_DIFFD 
-.051 2.828 .078 -.203 .102 -.651 1322 .515 
Pair 5 CAMB_DIFFE - N_CAMB_DIFFE 
-.095 3.500 .096 -.284 .094 -.990 1322 .322 
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